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REMARKS 

Review is requested for the following reasons: 

1. The Examiner has omitted one or more elements 
needed to make a prima facie rejection. 

The Examiner has omitted evidence against claim 7 in the 
rejection and thus has failed to establish prima facie anticipation 
under 35 U.S.C. §102. Claim 7 is rejected under Batchelor, U.S. 
Publication 2004/0025129. However, the cites in the Office Action 
are actually to U.S. Patent No. 5,825,658 to Ginetti et al. which 
is not in the basis for rejection. See the arguments in the 
Response After Final, page 24 lines 3-14. 

The Examiner has omitted the structure of claims 21 and 
22 in the rejections and thus has failed to establish prima facie 
anticipation under 35 U.S.C. §102. Both claims 20 and 21 provide 
a medium and a computer program recorded in the medium. The 
rejection of claims 20 and 21 on page 2 of the Office Action do not 
address either element. See the arguments in the Response After 
Final, page 17 lines 6-14. 

2. Multiple claim limitation are not met by the 
reference . 

Batchelor does not describe every limitation of claim 1 
step (A) , claim 14 step (A) , claim 20 step (A) and claim 21 step 
(A) and thus does not anticipate under 35 U.S.C. §102. In 
particular, Batchelor is silent regarding a step for identifying a 
plurality of clock signals by analyzing a circuit design as 



claimed. See the arguments in the Response After Final, page 12 
line 4 through page 13 line 8. 

Batchelor does not describe every limitation of claim 1 
step (B) and claim 20 step (B) and thus does not anticipate under 
35 U.S.C. §102. In particular, Batchelor is silent regarding a 
step for determining a plurality of relationships among the 
plurality of clock signals as claimed. See the arguments in the 
Response After Final, page 13 line 9 through page 15 line 29. 

Batchelor does not describe every limitation of claim 1 
step (C) and claim 20 step (C) and thus does not anticipate under 
35 U.S.C. §102. In particular, Batchelor is silent regarding a 
step for generating the plurality of timing constraints for the 
circuit design in response to the plurality of clock signals and 
the plurality of relationships as claimed. See the arguments in 
the Response After Final, page 15 line 30 through page 17 line 5. 

Batchelor does not describe every limitation of claim 14 
step (B) and claim 21 step (B) and thus does not anticipate under 
35 U.S.C. §102. In particular, Batchelor is silent regarding a 
step for querying a user for a plurality of parameters for the 
plurality of clock signals as claimed. See the arguments in the 
Response After Final, page 18 lines 4-17. 

Batchelor does not describe every limitation of claim 14 
step (C) and claim 21 step (C) and thus does not anticipate under 
35 U.S.C. §102. In particular, Batchelor is silent regarding a 
step for generating the plurality of timing constraints in response 
to the plurality of clock signals and the plurality of parameters. 



See the arguments in the Response After Final, page 18 line 18 
through page 19 line 10. 

Batchelor does not describe every limitation of claim 2 
and thus does not anticipate under 35 U.S.C. §102. Claim 2 
provides that the plurality of clock signals comprise a test clock 
signal. In contrast, none of the clock signals of Batchelor are 
described as test clock signals. Furthermore, the Examiner has not 
identified a clock signal of Batchelor that one of ordinary skill 
in the art would consider to be similar to the claimed test clock 
signal. See the arguments in the Response After Final, page 19 
line 20 through page 20 line 25. 

Batchelor does not describe every limitation of claim 12 
and thus does not anticipate under 35 U.S.C. §102. Batchelor is 
silent regarding a sub-step for generating a shared structure 
relationship of the plurality of relationships between a test clock 
signal of the plurality of clock signals and a normal clock signal 
of the clock signals, each driving a particular structure of the 
circuit design in different modes for the circuit design as 
claimed. See the arguments in the Response After Final, page 27 
line 7 through page 28 line 2. 

Applicants' representative believes that the Examiner has 
omitted one or more essential elements needed for a prima facie 
anticipation rejection. Furthermore, Batchelor does not expressly 
or inherently disclose all of the elements and limitations as 
arranged in the claims. As such, the review panel is respectfully 
requested to either (i) allow the application or (ii) withdraw the 



finality of the April 20, 2005 Office Action and return the 
application to prosecution. 

The Examiner is respectfully invited to call the 

Applicants' representative should it be deemed beneficial to 

further advance prosecution of the application. 

If any additional fees are due, please charge Deposit 
Account No. 12-2252. 
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